CHALLENGING THE NEED FOR DEMOCRACY AS A NATIONAL INTEREST
Americans continually pursue the ideals of democracy set by our founding fathers more than two centuries ago. Because of our pursuit and implementation of the ideals, freedoms, values and culture of democracy, the global opinion of the U.S.
historically has been good. However, it is one thing for America to pursue its version of democracy in America, but from a strategic communication perspective others perceive it as heavy handed and imperialistic when we say to the world that you too must be democratic in order to make the world safe for Americans. Furthermore, when we fail to operate democratically outside our borders, we experience setbacks that sully our reputation internationally and subsequently degrade our ability to successfully pursue our strategic national security objectives.
American support for the pursuit of democracy around the world is not new, having gradually crept into the lexicon of our national interests since just after the turn of the 20 th century under President Woodrow Wilson. The U.S. forms of supporting the growth of global democracy served us well until the terrorist attacks and national tragedy of September 11, 2001 . Following that fateful day, the national strategic objective to implement democracy around the world became strict dogma in the name of making the world safer.
Given the challenges we face alongside our international neighbors such as climate change, renewable energy, water shortages, etc. we must be cognizant of their perceptions of the U.S. since they "shape how and whether other countries engage with the U.S." 1 We must examine whether since 2002 the overt posturing to bring about democracy around the globe has hurt our reputation thereby degrading our ability to achieve our core national interests of security and prosperity. To do this requires consideration of how democracy became a national interest and analysis of the correlation between the pursuit of democracy since 2002 and the decline of global public opinion about the U.S.
History of our National Interests
The Early Republic Era: 2 The United States established itself and its national interests with the Declaration of Independence. Following the Declaration and leading up to the U.S. Constitution, three of our founding fathers, Alexander Hamilton, James
Madison and John Jay, wrote the 85 Federalist Papers from October 1787 to August 1788. These leaders implemented our nation's earliest form of government strategic communication by publishing papers to inform and influence the American people to support ratification by writing extensive explanations of the U.S. Constitution. In these papers, they outlined the importance of our national interest in security and prosperity.
More than 230 years ago, our nation's founding documents laid out the ideals and rights for security, prosperity, equality and freedoms. Our national interests became intertwined as part of our Constitutional Rights under the provisions written in the Bill of Rights, which provides the individual freedoms Americans enjoy today.
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Even more than two centuries ago, our founders knew the task of pursuing our vital interests would be complicated and tied to the international community. Amy Zegart wrote in The National Interest that:
American foreign-policy attitudes have always been famously contradictory, embracing both Hobbes and Locke in a tense grip. The Founders were at once deeply suspicious of human nature and wildly optimistic about their American democratic experiment. "If men were angels, no government would be necessary," wrote (James) Madison in Federalist 51.
America's founders recognized the challenge of the reality of power and the dichotomy of trying to wield it both pragmatically and idealistically in the pursuit of universal ideals. Zegart further noted that:
The Framers combined their deep suspicions of the human nature of man, the role of power and the inevitability of conflict with a dreamy optimism about the universality of American values and the righteousness of the American cause. "The world has its eye on America," wrote Alexander Hamilton. "The influence of our example has penetrated the gloomy regions of despotism." Hamilton looked forward to the day when American democracy would be blessed and imitated by the world. This uncomfortable duality-mixing both interests and ideals, pessimism and hope, stability and revolution-has always been part of America's DNA.
5
America's first president, a man of unparalleled confidence and humility, seemed to innately understand his role as a representative of the people and the significance of leading our nation and government. George Washington's actions and words to his staff, the legislature, the nation and foreign nations clearly communicated his intent. He understood the role and value of strategic communication by demanding the government speak with one voice and communicating what he was doing. 6 Corollary by proclaiming in his autobiography that we must "act not justly but generously towards the weak." 10 Roosevelt wanted to engage more internationally and comprehended the paradox of overstepping our bounds of capability resulting in being viewed as not living up to our promises. He recognized the incongruence of promising too much and not delivering on those promises. Thus, he said, "the only rule was to promise little and faithfully keep every promise." 11 His often-quoted proverb "speak softly, but carry a big stick and you will go far," advocated the importance of strong military power to use if needed, but proposed using other elements of power first to achieve limited goals.
While Roosevelt was the first president to seek more proactive international relations, it appears that Woodrow Wilson in his tenure as president is the first leader to use the term "democracy" more overtly as part of our foreign policy. Wilson said the main goal of World War I should be to end militarism and make the world "safe for democracy," not merely to defend American ships. He promised that the United States would fight to ensure democracy, self-government, the rights and liberties of small nations, and an international peace organization that would end war forever. Denmark, for $25 million. 16 We must note how almost 100 years ago we experienced the negative impact of communicating the United States' desire that evolving countries' governments must be democratic. Our attempts to force the evolution were perceived internationally as heavy handed and ultimately failed, damaging the reputation and credibility of the America. . Man has learned long ago that it is impossible to live unto himself. This same basic principle applies today to nations. We are not isolated during the war. We dare not become isolated in peace. All will conclude that in order to have good neighbors, we must also be good neighbors. That applies in every field of human endeavor. I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures. I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own way. I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid, which is essential to economic stability, and orderly political processes…The free peoples of the world look to us for support in maintaining their freedoms. Bush inculcated democracy-promotion policy throughout government. He signed a law in 2002 requiring the federal government to file a progress report each year on his freedom agenda, thereby institutionalizing the pursuit and its practices throughout government. 37 In 2008, Bush signed National Security Presidential Directive 58:
Depression and World Conflict Era
Institutionalizing the Freedom Agenda codifying the policies, practices and programs into a blueprint for furthering the spread of democracy. 38 While the institution of democracy rated high around the globe, the act of spreading it received a very different reaction. To many, Bush's version of spreading democracy was heavy-handed and arrogant. It "is now seen in the Middle East and elsewhere as a tool of hegemony and domination, pursued by a fearful superpower that has relaxed its own standards of openness and the rule of law at home." 39 Others point to the negative effect it has had on our international reputation and standing.
Advancing democracy may have been the ultimate objective, but we certainly did not choose to achieve it via the strengthening of the global laws or institutions we had once established for just such a purpose. Even if one result of our effort proves to be a net positive in the context of one region, such as the Middle East … achieving it by placing ourselves above and beyond the influence of global institutions or the rule of law will only serve to seriously damage the international order that we have sought to build since the end of World War II. 
Value of Global Opinions
In recent decades, we have seen an unprecedented decline in the favorability of the United States among foreign publics. 42 Critics of these findings may say that popularity is unimportant and fleeting since it is just a snapshot reflecting current events.
Others may say that it is impossible to be wholly liked since we are seen as a behemoth superpower, which automatically makes you a target for criticism. Both points offer some validity. However, others understand the intrinsic value of knowing our status in the world since it directly relates to our credibility and trust in relation to accomplishing faith in America's system of government, its citizens and underlying ideals. 44 The actions the U.S. takes are an important way to strategically communicate with the world. More than 80 years ago President Teddy Roosevelt said, "We cannot expect other nations to hold us harmless unless in the last resort we are able to make our own words good by our deeds." 45 Clearly, there is a strong correlation between U.S. words and the opinions of those at which it aims its deeds.
Global Public Opinion Since the Freedom Agenda
The year 2002 saw the start of the overt freedom agenda narrating U.S. foreign policy including increased resources to execute the policies and subsequent programs. Humility increases greatness, it does not weaken it." 50 It is logical to think that many countries and its citizens would react negatively to another country telling them how to govern themselves. It becomes even more problematic when the U.S. sets out to tell others how to live, yet do not live up to its own promises or ideals, thus losing trust and credibility, a crucial ingredient in having influence. Nye went on to say to the Senate:
When our words do not match our actions, we demean our character and moral standing and diminish influence. We cannot lecture others about democracy while we back dictators. We cannot denounce torture and waterboarding in other countries and condone it at home. We cannot allow Guantanamo Bay or Abu Ghraib to become symbols of American power. to support others and defend ourselves while respecting and working together as international partners. Noticeably, the speech did not contain the word "democracy" once.
A look into the past 100 years shows the U.S. stood strong to support and promote democracy without demanding it be another country's form of government.
However, since September 11, 2001 many nations viewed the U.S.'s promotion of democracy via the freedom agenda as more forceful and self-righteous bullying. In an age of global politics, this kind of reputation will only serve to damage the trust and credibility that the U.S. must have to wield influence. This negative reputation undermines the U.S.'s ability to achieve security and prosperity since both are inextricably linked to its global neighbors. Therefore, in order for the U.S. to achieve its vital national interests, it must recognize it has overstepped its bounds in implementing and communicating the promotion of democracy with too strong of a hand and should return to a more respectful and humble tone. In order to improve the Unites States' standing in the world which ultimately ensures its ability to provide for security and prosperity it should:
1. Cease to communicate the pursuit of democracy as a core national interest.
2. Continue to lead the growth of freedom and democracy by supporting them with international programs and policies but without proselytizing democracy so loudly. The "charge" for democracy overshadows and steals the narratives of other good U.S. work and efforts since many nations view our freedom agenda suspect due to our damaged reputation.
3. Communicate that the pursuit of democracy is challenging and imperfect and that the U.S. also falls short sometimes. Provide education on processes, roles and even the imperfections of a democracy to demonstrate democratic ideals including transparency in a democracy and to demonstrate that the U.S. can face up to its own failings simultaneous to seeking corrections.
Countries throughout the globe still desire the United States to serve as the world leader despite the U.S.'s diminished reputation during the last decade. Many opportunities abound for the U.S. to re-establish its leadership position with global issues such as the economic crisis, terrorism, climate change and renewable energy.
Leading the effort to solve these challenges multilaterally offers rich opportunities to rebuild international relationships and improve U.S. credibility while living its founding ideals and values and ensuring its future of security and prosperity.
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